The market value of GM products Accreditation and attribution in data sharing
To the Editor: In the editorial in your June issue 'Credit where credit is overdue' 1 , discussing obstacles to sharing of research data, you highlight accreditation to researchers who deposit their data in public archives as an important incentive strategy. Treating data as publications and leveraging peer recognition to motivate data sharing is key to tackling numerous issues surrounding research data availability 2, 3 . As you point out, digital object identifiers (DOIs) can be recruited to identify published data sets. Such an approach has been piloted for several years in a limited number of scientific domains and efforts are now ongoing to widen the scope of 'data DOIs' to other kinds of research data. But several long-and short-term obstacles will have to be overcome if data sets are to become first-class, citable citizens of the scientific literature.
DOIs and other persistent identifier schemes address the nagging problem of Web hyperlink decay or 'link rot' in the literature, resulting from citations to Internet references 4 . In the scholarly and professional publishing domain, CrossRef (http://www.crossref.org/), a not-for-profit association comprising over 700 publishers, libraries and other stakeholders, provides technological and social infrastructure which supports identifying, locating and citing publications via DOIs.
Although efforts to leverage the benefits of DOIs as persistent identifiers of data sets c o r r e s p o n d e n c e with the major publishers 21 , could be integrated directly with data registration systems. This would facilitate unambiguous linking of IDs for investigators with DOIs for data sets to which they contribute. Recent publications in a special issue of your sister journal Nature 22 and elsewhere 23 highlight the complexity of the data-sharing problem in molecular biology, especially in this age of 'big data' 24 . The situation can be likened to a jigsaw puzzle with many interlocking pieces. Providing a means for systematically rewarding researchers for the extra effort to publish their data would put an important piece of that puzzle in the right place and help to complete the picture. The fact that this might be accomplished by extending and adapting existing infrastructure for traditional publication means that the technological hurdles should be minimal. In fact, the challenges to wide adoption of data DOIs may prove to be of a nontechnical nature: operational overheads (that is, yet another identifier system to maintain) and the cost of registering large numbers of DOIs may be significant barriers for many data centers on limited budgets. Nevertheless, if these challenges can be met and we can start tracking data contributions, data citations and data access globally and in a fine-grained way, a major obstacle to data sharing will have been greatly alleviated.
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